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As the celebratory mood of global interconnectedness wears thinner and thinner, the 
compression of space-time makes more apparent that we share across the planet an 
increasing exclusion from the official political and economic decision-making processes 
that have jurisdiction over our lives. At the same time, the temporal compression of the 
global and local is forging alternative collectivities that are often overlooked by those in 
the business of explaining and predicting political outcomes. Arjun Appadurai makes 
note  of  these  relationships  in  his  work  on  grassroots  activism  and  the  research 
imagination, reminding us that debates within the academy “still set the standard of value 
for the global professoriate” (2000, p. 2).  Following this sentiment, recent events around 
the world should impress upon us that academic research influences policy debates over 
issues  such  as  climate  change,  global  trade  relations,  labor  migration,  and  terrorism, 
which in turn shape the politics that inform the daily lives of both those who have access 
to these debates and those who do not. 
For academics committed to deep pluralism, how can we creatively translate 
the tactics of the Occupy movement so as to bring its concerns to bear upon global 
studies  and  the  discipline  of  International  Relations?    One  particularly  visible  and 
historically resilient strategy used by protestors is the human  chain, which  has been 
employed  as  more  than  a  mere  display  of  political  solidarity  from  the  Civil  Rights 
Movement  to  the  Baltic  Way,  and  recently  in  Tahrir  Square  where  Christians  and 
Muslims formed circles to protect one another while praying during demonstrations.  
The gripping of hands and arms does not simply make up a line of interlinked individuals.  
Gastón Gordillo’s (2011) insightful essay on Occupy’s use of the human chain against 
the  striation  of  state  space  illustrates  how  this  bodily  assemblage  “materializes  the 
multitude as a physically interlocked entity made up of multiplicities”.  In other words, the 
individuals in the chain become a whole with properties that are not reducible to the sum 
of its parts.   
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functioning  of  state-corporate  spaces  by  blocking  intersections,  access  to  buildings, 
slowing  down  the  flow  of  arrests  –  but  perhaps  most  importantly,  by  politicizing 
consumer spaces and showing how apparent public space is regularly appropriated by the 
state for corporate means.  The deployment of the human chain is “not non-violent,” an 
apt description (although not for the reasons he thinks) used by UC Berkeley Chancellor 
Robert Birgeneau.  The chain is neither violent nor non-violent; it is ‘not non-violent’ in 
the sense that non-violence has been reduced in contemporary politics to a placeholder 
for ‘well-behaved’ discontent.  Unlike the well-rehearsed picket lines of protest politics, 
the human chain is an obstinate refusal to accept the given order.  Rather than go along 
‘peacefully,’ the dead weight of linked people makes perceptible the systemic violence 
that  allows for the smooth functioning of the neoliberal  alliance between states  and 
markets by disrupting the spaces in which the alliance operates.  That is, the chain invites 
police to follow through on what their training and armaments were designed for: the 
violent dispersal and control of bodies behaving badly.  Municipal governments declared 
war on public space long before the Occupy movement.   More than a decade before the 
NYPD used LRAD sound canons on peaceful activists, cities partitioned public benches 
to deny the homeless a place to sleep, passed laws against camping on public land, and 
required hard-to-obtain permits for public protests, all so as not to obstruct the byways of 
commerce and tourism.  
Similar to the ways in which public space has been taken over by states and 
corporations, we might consider how the intellectual spaces of social science have been 
colonized by particular methodologies and dominant forms of knowledge that eschew 
ethical sensibilities as peripheral to rigorous scholarship.  Method wars are never just 
battles over methodology, they represent a fight over what can be seen, said and heard.  
Years of aspiring to a climate of tolerance within the field of IR has done little more than 
sustain  a  thin  sense  of  inclusion  and  superficial  diversity  within  a  space  that  is  still 
dominated by militaristic and economized ways of knowing and seeing the world that 
obscure the political stakes of our research.  To borrow a phrase from Michel Foucault, 
we  need  “a  lack  of  respect  for  the  traditional  hierarchies  of  what  is  important  and 
fundamental” (1990, p. 328),  and these include those set standards of value in the social 
sciences that are hostile to the work of critical scholars.    
One question the Occupy movement should inspire is that of where we can 
come  together  to  disrupt  these  spaces  of  knowledge  production,  and  how  we  can 
restructure  accepted  methodologies  to  enable  new  visions  for  the  scientific  study  of 
politics.  However, rather than protest the arbiters of knowledge, we should try to foment 
an  affirmative  movement  that  sees  politics  and  ethics  as  their  goal  rather  than  as  a 
symptom of biased or polemical research.  To be clear, it is not a movement toward 
inclusion.  Years before the Occupy movement, William Connolly (2002) presciently 
insisted that a truly democratic politics would increasingly require an ethos of agonistic 
engagement. Such an ethos can inform the way we envisage our own movement as one The Human Chain, Hughes
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that  embraces  a  heterogeneity  that  finds  resonances  and  affinities  because  of  its 
productive differences and antagonisms, rather than in spite of these differences.  Where 
this will lead I don’t know, as this is only one tactic conceptualized in its initial stages.  
However, what is all too clear is the insufficiency of inclusion and tolerance, and the need 
for further reflection on how we might insist that scholarship be responsible for the 
politics and ethical commitments that underwrite its legitimacy.  We should stop insisting 
on just getting along as if it were simply a difference of opinion or perspective.  The 
human chain is not about holding hands.   
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